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former specimen showed greater age. Both whiskies were

clean to the palate and free from coarse flavour.

BIPSINE BREAD AND BISCUITS.

(BIPSINE FOOD CO., WESTMINSTER ESTATES, LIMITED, 17, WATERLOQ-
PLACE, LONDON, S.W.)

It is stated in regard to Bipsine bread that its digestibility
is enhanced by adding to it a small quantity of pepsine.
However that may be, our analysis gave the following results:
moisture, 35’70 per cent. ; total protein, 5’73 per cent. ;
mineral matter, 1-50 per cent. ; and soluble matters (cold
water), 12’ 00 per cent. These results do not differ materially
from those obtained with ordinary well-made bread. The

texture of the bread was uniform and the flavour good and
appetising. Further, the loaf keeps well and develops no
acidity. We strongly approve the method of delivering
Bipsine bread to the consumer, each loaf being wrapped in
white paper with a band outside which serves as a guarantee
label. Bipsine biscuits are made on similar lines and the
result is satisfactory. They are well baked and crisp and
possess an attractive flavour.

THE JOHN HERBERT WELLS FUND.

THE following is the fourth list of subscriptions to the
John Herbert Wells Fund. Further contributions will be

gratefully received by the Earl of Dalhousie and Mr. Julian
G. Lousada, honorary secretaries and treasurers of the 
fund, at 16, Old Broad-street, E.C., or by ourselves at this I
office :-

;E s. d. I P, s. d.
Sir Julius Wernher, Bart. 25 0 0 Mr. J. A. Franklin...... 2 2 0
Miss Locock ......... 20 0 0 Mrs. N. L. Cohen...... 2 2 0
*Mr. R. W. Inglis...... 10 10 0 Mr. James H. Solomon 2 2 0
*Mr. G. Metcalfe ...... 10 10 0 Mr. A. H. Pass......... 220 0
*Messrs. Price Bros.... 10 10 0 Mr. C. H. St. John
*Mr. H. Daniell ...... 10 10 0 I Hornby... ... ... ... 2 2 0
Mrs. Gross........... 10 10 0 Mr.GeorgeA.Cohen ... 2 2 0
Mrs. Alfred C. S. Draper 10 10 0Miss Rachel Humphreys 2 2 0
His Excellency Max Messrs. Miller r and
Armand Ruffer. M.D. 10 10 0 . Laseelles ............ 2 2 0

Dr. Arthur P. Luff ... 1010 0Mr. N. S. Lucas ...... 2 0 0
Dowager Countess de Mr. E. Haughton James 1 1 0
Casa Miranda ...... 10 0 0 lliss H. Gurney ...... 1 1 0

Lord Iveagh ......... 10 0 Mrs. Micklem ... ... ... 1 1 0
Mrs. Shaen ......... 10 0 Mr. D. F. Schloss ...... 1 1 0
Dr. H. A. Des Voeux ... 10 0 0 Mr. F. B. Debenham ... 1 1 0
Sir Edward Sassoon, ! Mr. ButlerAspinall, K.C. 1 1 0

Bart., M.P.......... 7 10 0Anonymous ......... 11 0
Executors of Aaron D. Mr. A. D. Steel Maitland 1 1 0
Sassoon ............ 7 10 0Dr. Edward Law ...... 1 1 0

Professor G. Sims Wood- Mr. G. M. Lazarus ...... 1 1 0
head.............. 5 5 0 Mr. Rowland Barran,

Messrs. Duveen Bros.... 5 5 0 M.P............. 1 1 0
Professor William Osler 5 5 0Mr. J. B. Bateman...... 1 1 0
Dr. Charles Slater...... 5 5 0 Mr. L. Eaton Smith ... 1 1 0
Air. Smeeton Johnson... 5 5 0 Dr. Luther Croll ...... 1 1 0
Messrs. Lawrence, Son, Mrs. H. Rapier ...... 1 1 0
and Gardner... ... ... 5 5 0 A.H.M ............. 1 1 0

*F. G. G............. 5 0 0 Mrs. Lichtenstadt...... 1 1 0
Mr. S. Symons......... 5 0 Mrs. Jane Graham...... 1 1 0
Miss Henderson ...... 5 0 Mr. W. H. Eagland ... 1 1 0
Mr. Allan McLean...... 5 0 0 Mr. F. C. Hitchins...... 1 1 0
Miss Jean Alexander ... 5 0 0 Rev. I. Samuel ...... 1 1 0
Lieutenant-Colonel H. Mr. P. de la Penha...... 1 1 0
Bonham... ... ... ... 5 0 0 Hon. Gilbert Johnstone 1 1 0

Mr. W. Tindall Lister ... 5 0 0 Mr. Sydney Bristowe ... 1 1 0
M.B ................ 5 0 0Mr. C. Holden .........11 0
Mr. Walter Morrison ... 5 0 0 Mr. C. D. Hoblyn ... ... 1 1 0
Mrs. A. W. Noyes...... 5 0 0 *Mr. Edwin Dawes ... 1 1 0
Mr. John J. Mowbray ... 5 0 0 *Mr. O. C. Quekett ... 1 1 0
Mr.L.B.Schlesinger ... 5 0 0 *Dr. Limington Ash ... 1 1 0
Captain W. E. Good- Mr. Henry Sewill ... 1 1 0
enough ............ 5 0 0 *Mr. F. Faithfull Begg... 1 1 0

Mrs. Warren ......... 5 0 0 "Mr. A. W. Smithers ... 1 1 0
Mrs. Lionel Beddington 5 0 0*Mr. C. J. Whittington 1 1 0
Commander E. A. *Mr. M. A. Green ...... 1 1 0
Thomas, R.N....... 5 0 0*Mr. R. M. Newman ... 1 1 0

Mr. Carlton Cross ...... 5 0 0 *Mr. C. P. Perocoed ... 1 1 0
Alrs. M. O. Aitken,..... 5 0 0 "Mr. Reginald Head ... 1 1 0
Mr. Arthur D. Sassoon... 5 0 0*Mr. Hunter Blair ... 1 1 0
Mr. Alfred Herbert ... 3 3 0 A Friend ............ 1 0 0
Mr. S. Gissing Skelton... 3 3 0Mr. Douglas Gordon ... 1 0 0
Anonymous ... 3 3 0 Dr. Urban Marks ...... 1 0 0
Mrs. James Goodenough 3 0 Anonymous ........ 1 0 0
Mr. F. C. Scotter ...... 2 2 0 Dr. R. G. Kirton ...... 1 0 0
Mr. Herbert D. Cohen... 2 2 o Miss Lucy E. M. Ellis... 1 0 0
Messrs. Glanvill Entho- Miss Wright ......... 1 0 0
ven and Co.......... 2 2 Mr. James Henderson... 1 0 0

N.B.-The items marked were included in the donation of E64 17s.
from " Members of the Stock Exchange ",published in the last list.

THE GENERAL COUNCIL OF
MEDICAL EDUCATION AND

REGISTRATION.

WEDNESDAY, NOV. 24TH.
THE Council resumed its sittings. Sir DONALD

MACALISTER, the President, was again in the chair.
The Medical Curriculum.

The sitting was mainly occupied with the consideration of
penal cases. However, an interval of time intervening
between two cases was utilised for continuing the debate on
Dr. J. Y. Mackay’s motion expressing approval of the follow-
ing recommendation of the Education Committee:-
"That the following be added to the Recommendations of the

Council in regard to Professional Education.
"For the purposes of this Recommendation the subjects of the

curriculum are arranged in two groups, the Earlier Group com-
prising the Preliminary Sciences and Anatomy and Physiology, the
Later Group embracing all the remaining subjects, exclusive of
Pharmacy.

" The Regulations of the Bodies should be so framed as to secure
(1) for the study of the subjects of the Later Group the reservation
of a period equivalent in value to 2 academic years (27 months) of
undivided study, half-time value being allowed for periods of work in
which studies in the Earlier and Later Groups overlap; and (2) the
reservation of a period of two academic years (21 months), in which
the studies of the Later Group shall have the undivided atteution of
the Student."

Dr. NORMAN WALKER (resuming the debate) said that he
had long been interested in medical education, but it was
only in the last 18 months that he had been a member of the
committee in Edinburgh which had been considering the
question of the curriculum. He had learned how easy it
was to criticise the medical curriculum, but how difficult it
was to fit in the different parts one with another. He

recognised that the earlier subjects, if properly taught, were
of immense value in the medical curriculum. The Council
did not count botany and zoology amongst these. All it

required was an elementary course in biology. No one could

deny that it was an admirable introduction to anatomy. The
amount of apparatus used in practical physiology made it
important that students should have more acquaintance with
physics than school teaching could afford. Chemistry could
be taught in such a manner as to be perfectly useless to
a medical student, or it might be taught so as to be
an admirable introduction to physiology and pharmacology
later. All depended on how subjects were taught. The

object of the motion, he understood, was to try to make it
more certain that the clinical subjects should get fuller con-
sideration. The importance of the earlier scientific training
could not be exaggerated. He agreed with the remarks of
Sir Thomas Fraser that it was very important that a

thorough groundwork should be laid in the case of every
student. That was not all. The State required that the
Council should only admit to the Medical Register those
persons who had a practical knowledge of medicine, surgery,
and midwifery. He might take it upon himself to speak
for the younger generation of Edinburgh teachers when
he said that they recognised the importance of clinical

teaching. In a report they had recommended that during
the last three years of the curriculum the hours between
ten and half past one should be spent in the wards of
the hospital. Of course, in connexion with a motion such
as the Council was now discussing, there were details
which were matters for individual medical schools, such
as classes, teachers, buildings, and domestic discipline.
What the Council was concerned with was rather that the
final subjects should be adequately taught. If the recom-
mendation were passed, the licensing bodies which did not
at present accede to the 21 months of undivided final study
would find it easier to insist upon this in the future. He

hoped that the recommendations of the Education Committee
would be passed as an instalment of what required to be
done in medical education.

Dr. FINLAY thought that there was a good deal of com-
plexity introduced into the proposal of the Education Com-
mittee by the mention of " overlapping 

" in it. That would
give rise to a great deal of confusion in the minds of the
students. If the question of overlapping could be got rid
of it would be a great advantage both to students and
teachers. A finished medical man could not be turned out
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in five years or in ten years, but a good foundation could be
given him in his student years for his clinical work. He
did not propose to vote against the motion.

Sir CLIFFORD ALLBUTT said that certain universities were
only partially responsible for the clinical teaching of their
students. He might remark at the outset that the debate so
far as it had proceeded had not left a very definite impression
on him. It appeared to him that the speakers had been
mixing up different things. They had spoken about univer-
sities and the great professional corporations, and mixed up
their standards with what was the duty of the Council. The
duty of the Council was to fix an irreducible minimum of
medical education with which a man should be allowed to
go into practice. The Council had not to consider the com-
plete traiuing of students from the ideal point of view.
What it had to consider was a case where a father who had
not a very large income desired his son to follow him,
say, in a suburban practice bringing 08500 or &pound; 600 a

year. It was a grave statement to make that a man
could not be well educated in five years as a eompetent
resourceful family practitioner in a modest sphere. If he
could not be so educated in five years then medical teaching
must be very much at fault. The first year of study had
been referred to. If more was to be expected from the
medical student than a certain adequate foundation of the
rudiments of chemistry, biology, and physics, then too much
was being asked. He thought that the rudiments of these
subjects should be given in the schools. At Cambridge steps
had been taken in this direction. If the student was set to
work on his anatomy to begin with, along with some

advanced chemistry, he could in the second year take

anatomy and physiology. Then he could have three years in
which pathological work would go on concurrently with
medicine and surgery.
The PRESIDENT remarked that he wanted the Council to

have a clear idea of what was proposed by the Educa-
tion Committee. There had been a large number of

speeches dealing with various stages of the curriculum, but
the debate really centred on one point-what was to be done
to safeguard the second part of the curriculum. The pro-
posal was that the Council should represent to the licensing
bodies that their regulations should be so framed that the
study of the final subjects, including such subjects as patho-
logv, medicine, and surgery, should extend over two and a
half years, and in any case that the instruction in them
should extend over two years after anatomy and physiology
had been completed. If the Council for the first time made
that announcement, it would have taken a definite step in
indicating to the licensing bodies the importance which it
attached to the final subjects. Sir Clifford Allbutt had

pointed out the fact that the Council was not legislating
for an ideal curriculum which would extend over seven

or eight years, but for a minimum curriculum by
which a guarantee was given to the public that a
medical man was a safe practitioner. Members of the I
Council need only take into account what in the minimum
curriculum of five years should be the minimum of time and
study devoted to the practical subjects. If they passed the
recommendations of the Education Committee they would
still allow the various bodies to adjust the time for the pre- 1
liminary sciences as they might see fit. This would allow 1
them to make the experiments which the University of Cam- I
bridge was doing in respect to these subjects. He did not 1
think that it was desirable that there should be absolute

uniformity as to that. However, he thought that the i
Council should at least say that in every case the last two
and a half years of the medical curriculum should be occupied I
with the final subjects and two clear years should be given
to nothing else. If the Council took that line it would be

making a definite advance. He could not help thinking that
overlapping was a difficulty, and that it was in the interests i
of the medical bodies that the recommendations of the 1
Council should be framed in as simple terms as possible. 

Dr. J. Y. MACKAY remarked that he proposed to substitute
a motion in which the word" overlapping " did not occur. 1

The debate was again adjourned. ]

Penal Cases.

The Council considered penal cases for the greater part of cases.

the sitting.
The first was the consideration (adjourned from May 28th,

1909) of the facts proved against Mr. William John Watson. 1

The Dental Committee submitted a report in which it was
stated that-

William John Watson has since the date of the last hearing of this
case observed his undertaking to discontinue all advertising and to
have no connexion with unqualified practitioners and no objection has
been taken to the mode in which his profession has been carried on.
The said William John Watson further undertakes not to advertise
in future or to have any connexions direct or indirect with unqualified
practitioners.

After deliberation in private,
The PRESIDENT said : I have now to say that the Council

does not see fit to erase from the Dentists Register the
name of William John Watson.
The next business was the consideration (adjourned from

May 28th, 1909) of the facts proved against Charles Morgan
in regard to whom the Dental Committee, at its meeting on
Monday, Nov. 22nd, 1909, drew up a supplementary report.
In that report it is stated that-
The committee find upon the evidence that Charles Morgan has

since the date of the last hearing of this case observed his undertaking
to discontinue all advertising and he further undertakes not to adver-
tise in future.

The PRESIDENT, in delivering the decision of the Council,
said : I have to announce that the Council does not see fit
to direct the Registrar to erase from the Dentists Register
the name of Charles Morgan.
The Council then took up the consideration (adjourned

from May 28th, 1909) of the facts proved in. the case of
Thomas Torrens McKendry, registered as of 39, Wellwood-
road, Goodmayes, Ilford, Essex, M.B., Bac. Surg., 1894,
R. Univ. Irel., who had been summoned to appear before
the Council on the following charge as formulated by the
Council’s solicitor :-

That you have knowingly and wilfully on various occasions, and in
particular on the 20th day of February, 1909, assisted one E. C. Dalby, a
person not registered as a dentist, in carrying on practice as a dentist
by administering anaesthetics on his behalf to persons coming to him for
treatment, and that in relation thereto you have been guilty of
infamous conduct in a professional respect.

The complainant was Dr. Victor Albert Chatelain.
At the close of the proceedings on Wednesday, May 28th,

1909, the PRESIDENT, adlressing Dr. McKendry, said : "Mr.
McKendry : The Council has postponed judgment till the
November session, when you will be required to attend in
person and to produce evidence, more particularly from
medical colleagues in your neighbourhood, as to your pro-
fessional good conduct generally in the interval, and in

particular that you have not repeated the offence of which
complaint has been made."

Dr. MCKENDRY again attended.
Dr CHATELAIN, the complainant, was not present, but a

letter was read from him in which he stated that he had no
further evidence to produce against Dr. McKendry.

Dr. MCKENDRY gave evidence on his own behalf. He put
in three testimonials as to character from medical practi-
tioners-viz., from Mr. A. J. Pattison and Mr. H. W. Garden
of Goodmayes, and Dr. T. R. Atkinson of Chadwell Heath.
He gave an undertaking not to administer anaesthetics for
unregistered persons in future.

After deliberation in camer&acirc;,
The PRESIDENT said : Mr. McKendry, the Council have

taken note of the evidence you have produced and of your
undertaking, and they have come to the decision that they
do not see fit to direct the Registrar to erase you name from
the Medical Register.
The Council then considered the case of Robert Wiseman

Cunningham, registered as of King’s IQland, Tasmania, M.B.,
Mast. Surg. 1895, M. D. 1904, Univ. Edin., who was

summoned to appear before the Council on the following
charge as formulated by the Council’s solicitor :- 

’

That you abused your position as a medical man by committing
adultery and eloping with Alice Mary Wigram, whose husband you had
been attending professionally and while you were the medical
attendant of the family, of which adultery you were found guilty by
the decree of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division (Divorce) of
the High Court of Justice, dated June 11, 1909, in. the case of Wigram
v. Wigram and Cunningham, in which you were the co-respondent, and
that in relation thereto you have been guilty of infamous conduct in a
professional respect.

Dr. Cunningham did not attend, nor was he represented.
A letter was read from him in which he dealt with the
matters referred to in the charge.
The Council briefly deliberated on the case in camer&acirc;.
The PRESIDENT said: I have to announce that the Council

have judged Robert Wiseman Cunningham to have been
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guilty of infamous conduct in a professional respect and have ’,
directed the Registrar to erase from the Medical Register I
the name of Robert Wiseman Cunningham. !

The Council then considered the case of Alexander Riddle li
Stower, registered as of 80, Shaftesbury-avenue, London,
W., "in practice before July 22, 1878." 

"

The Dental Committee in their report on this case stated
that the complainants were the British Dental Association.
The committee further found that-

The said Alexander Riddle Stower was registered in the Dentists
Register on July 19, 1879, as " in practice before July 22, 1878," "
and his address in the Register for the current year is 80, Shaftesbury-
avenue, London, W.
The said Alexander Riddle Stower has advertised his professional

practice: (a) By advertisements carried by two sandwich men parading
Oxford-street; (b) by the issue and circulation of leaflets and a
calendar adorned with a female portrait; and (c) by advertisements in
the public newspapers describing himself as " Stower’s Dental Associa-
tion," and asking for agents; (d) by various conspicuous notices on the
front of 80, Shaftesbury-avenue, where he carries on his profession, con-
sisting of notices in six windows, a swinging sign at the entrance, a
show-case illuminated with electric lights, and other notices both
outside and inside the premises. These advertisements and leaflets are
of a highly objectionable character. The said Alexander Riddle Stower
stated that some of the advertisements complained of had been
withdrawn, and that it was not his intention to employ sandwich men
or to advertise in the newspapers in future.

Mr. Stower, who attended personally lbefore the Council,
was represented by Mr. E. H. Cannot. The British Dental
Association was represented bv Mr. Hart.
Mr. CANNOT addressed the Council on behalf of Mr. Stower,

who, said counsel, regretted very much that he had by
advertising overstepped the bounds of professional pro.
priety. With regard to the advertisements by sandwich-
board and in the newspapers, Mr. Stower felt that those
were improper, and he discontinued them before complaints
were made, and he would not again put them into use.

With reference to the notices in front of his premises, Mr.
Stower desired to have the kind consideration of the Council.
He practised in a neighbourhood where he appealed to a
particular class of patients and where there were a great
many unregistered persons who in carrying on their pro-
fession made great displays of notices. If he were prevented
from making the same display to let the people in the

neighbourhood know he was carrying on the profession of
dentist he would be crushed out of existence. He thought
that matter was worthy the consideration of the Council.
Mr. HART, on behalf of the British Dental Association,

said the Council had received only a limited assurance that
a cessation of the advertisements which the committee found

objectionable would take place. No assurance had been

given that the issue of the leaflets and calendars- to take two
marked instances-would cease. He did not think that pro-
fessional etiquette was in a state of flux and varied with the
neighbourhood in which a practitioner found himself. It
was not open to Mr. Stower to come to the Council to ask
for a hall-mark for the advertisements on his premises on the
ground that he claimed to compete with unregistered men on
the same lines that they adopted.
The Council then deliberated in private.
When the public were readmitted the PRESIDENT said :

Alexander Riddle Stower, I have to inform you that on the
facts proved in the report of the Dental Committee it has
been held that you have been guilty of infamous or dis-
graceful conduct in a professional respect and that the
Registrar has been directed to erase from the Dentists
Register the name of Alexander Riddle Stower.
The Council then adjourned.

THURSDAY, NOV. 25TH.
The Council resumed its sittings. Sir DONALD MACALISTER,

the President, again occupied the chair.
Penal Cases.

The Council continued the hearing of penal cases.
The first considered was that of Frederick Morrish Pierce,

registered as Mem. R. Coll. Surg. Eng. 1867, Lie. Soc.
Apoth. Lond. 1867, Lie. R. Coll. Phys. Lond. 1868, M.D.
Q. Univ. Irel. 1868, now of 50, Gordon-square, W.C., who
was summoned to appear before the Council on the follow-
ing charge as formulated by the Council’s solicitor :-
That, being a certifying surgeon appointed by the Secretary of State

under the Factory and Workshop Act, 1901, you, for the purpose of
evading the conditions under which you were appointed, which required
the personal fulfilment of the duties prescribed by the Act (except
under the circumstances and on the conditions laid down in the
instructions issued by the Secretary of State), knowingly and wilfully
employed another registered medical practitioner (viz., Edward Arthur

Burgess) to perform your duties ; and that in order to carry out this
system of evasion you committed the following offences, viz. :-

" (a) It being your duty as such certifying surgeon to examine young
persons under 16 and children for certificates of fitness for employment
in factories and workshops, and to grant certificates in suitable cases, you
allowed the said Edward Arthur Burgess to conduct the examination
for you and to sign your name to certificates that you had personally
examined certain persons on certain dates named, and that they were
fit to perform the work on which they were engaged.

"(b) It being your duty as such certifying surgeon to investigate
and report upon certain accidents, you allowed the said Edward Arthur
Burgess to visit the works and the injured persons for you, and you
thereafter signed certificates that you had personally investigated the
causes of such accidents and had personalty taken the evidence of such
injured persons when in fact you had made no such personal investiga-
tion and had not personally taken such evidence, but the certificates
were subsequently filled up by you upon information furnished to you
by the said Edward Arthur Burgess.

"(c) It being your duty as such certifying surgeon personally to
examine and certify persons employed in certain dangerous processes,
you allowed the said Edward Arthur Burgess to examine such persons
on your behalf and to insert the necessary particulars in the Health
Register, which you afterwards signed - and in other cases you signed
the said Register in advance, the necessary particulars being after-
wards filled in by the said Edward Arthur Burgess when he visited on
your behalf.
"And that in relation thereto you have been guilty of infamous con-

duct in a professional respect."
The original information on which this charge was based

was laid before the Council by the Home Office.
Dr. Pierce was unable to attend personally owing to

illness, but he was represented by Mr. Griffithes, solicitor.
Mr. WINTERBOTHAM, the Council’s solicitor, said it was

not a mere question here of a breach of regulations. The

charge was a systematic conspiracy on the part of Dr. Pierce
to mislead the factory inspector by doing what he knew was
not permitted. It was a serious matter for the public, for
whose protection these medical men were appointed. Dr.
Pierce had charge of a district in Manchester. There was
one factory in the district where dangerous trades were
carried on. There was a health register which had to be
signed by the medical man on the occasion of each of his
visits. But in this register the number of Dr. Pierce’s
signatures did not correspond with the number of visits, and
it was perfectly obvious they had been signed in ad-
vance because there were fewer visits than signatures.
When Mr. Burgess was the duly appointed deputy of Dr.
Pierce the former signed his own name in the usual and

proper way. But Mr. Burgess paid visits for Dr. Pierce
when he was not the authorised deputy, and the

register showed three visits which were paid by Mr. Burgess
where the particulars were filled in in his (Mr. Burgess’s)
handwriting and signed by Dr. Pierce in his own writing.
Either before or after these visits Dr. Pierce must have
written his signature. Other registers, said the solicitor,
showed similar irregularities. With regard to the first charge
the solicitor read certificates granted for the employment of
young persons under 16 in factories, and declared that

although they purported to be signed by Dr. Pierce
the examination was made by Mr. Burgess, who signed
Dr. Pierce’s name. As to charge (b) the solicitor pro-
duced documents relating to several accidents in factories.
At this time Dr. Pierce was living in London. Mr.

Burgess visited the works and the injured persons and

supplied the particulars to Dr. Pierce, who wrote them
out the necessary papers in London and sent them, or

at least some of them, to be posted in Manchester. The
statement to which Dr. Pierce adhered his signature was
this: "The cause of the accident was personally investi-

gated by me at the works and the evidence of the injured
person was personally taken by me." That was not correct,
and the injured men if they had been cdlled upon to produce
the doctor’s certificate in court in prosecuting a claim against
their employers might have been placed in a serious position.
The solicitor read some correspondence which took place
between Dr. Pierce and Mr. Burgess, which he said showed
that Dr. Pierce understood the gravity of the offence he was
committing.

Dr. B. ARTHUR WHITELEGGE, chief inspector of factories,
gave evidence as to the duties of certifying surgeons, and
said that Dr. Pierce, who had been a certifying surgeon for
38 years, had now resigned. Up to the time these complaints
were made Dr. Pierce had discharged his duties efficiently.

Mr. J. E. AsHwORTH, inspector of factories in charge of
the Manchester district, also gave evidence, and, in answer
to Mr. Griffithes, he said he did not regard Dr. Pierce’s
district as an exceptionally heavy one. It was about the
average.
Do you find the registers, as a rule, are kept neatly ?&mdash;
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As a rule if there are any irregularities we draw the doctor’s
attention to them.
Mr. BoNMN : The neatness of the registers would depend

on the handwriting of the particular doctor.
WITNESS: Yes. We all know how doctors write.
Mr. E. A. BURGESS then gave evidence as to the various

allegations made in the charge. 
’

Mr. GRIFFITHES addressed the Council on behalf of Dr.
Pierce. He read a declaration from his client in which it
was stated that Dr. Pierce in 1872 was appointed to the
position of certifying surgeon for South Manchester. Up to
1909 he held that post, and then resigned it on account of ill-
health. During the whole of this period of service there
never was any complaint against him until the one which
had been brought forward to-day. He had inspected about
50 factories on an average in the week, and examined about
100 persons. It was necessary to do this work on five days
of the week in order to meet the convenience of employers
and employed. For several years he had suffered from gout.
These attacks made him unable to discharge his duties as
certifying surgeon. It was upon these occasions that he
made arrangements with Mr. Burgess, and Mr. Burgess
had been accepted as his substitute on former occa-

sions. He was a thoroughly competent man, and in his
(Dr. Pierce’s) opinion it was a lesser evil to allow him to

perform these duties than to cause great delays and incon-
venience to employers and employed. Owing to deafness
and the broken condition of his health he was unable to be
present before the Council. He expressed his sincere regret
as to the breaches of the regulations which had occurred.
He appreciated the extent of -his error for doing so, and he
ought not to have allowed himself in his anxiety for the
employers and employed to depart from the regulations.
Mr. Griffithes said that these facts had been made in a
statement that morning. He would be wanting in his duty
if he attempted to say that Dr. Pierce was not doing wrong.
There was a breach of the regulations of the Home Office
which amounted to an irregularity, but it might perfectly
well have been dealt with by the Home Office itself. He

hoped to satisfy the Council that it was not a case for the
exercise of their powers under the Act, and that his client
had done nothing which would come within the description
of infamous conduct. He went on to point out that
Dr. Pierce had been living as much in Manchester
as in London. He had rooms in Manchester where
he received young persons for certificates and he had

lodging where he resided. Surely as certifying surgeon
he was at liberty to reside where he liked, provided
he gave sufficient time to his duties and discharged them
properly. Dr. Pierce had for 40 years been a member of the
medical profession. He had broken the rule that he must
personally discharge those duties. No doubt he had en-
deavoured to conceal this. It was only human to do so. The
rule said that no standing deputy could be appointed with-
out official sanction. At the same time the rule was not a
reasonable one. It was obvious that serious inconvenience
might be felt. There were duties to be performed by the
certifying surgeon promptly almost every day. If the certi-
fying surgeon were suddenly taken ill, and if the super- I
intending inspector from whom he was to get the authorisa-
tion for the appointment of a deputy was not at hand, there
might be a serious delay. He came now to what he regarded
as the most important remark he had to make in Dr. Pierce’s
favour. The man whom he employed for his duties was a
duly qualified medical man, who had before been authorised
over and over again by the inspectors. There had been
no delegation of duty to an unfit person. Mr. Burgess
had assisted Dr. Pierce generally with the authorisa-
tion of the factory inspector on previous occasions. No
human being had been injured by the breach of the regula-
tions. The Home Office had got their returns. It was
admitted that the passing of a mere piece of paper would
have rendered regular what had been done irregularly.
Could the Council, therefore, say that Dr. Pierce had been
guilty of anything more than a breach of duty which might
be forgiven to him ? He asked the Council to believe that Mr.
Burgess was exaggerating the extent of the unauthorised work
which he did every day for Dr. Pierce.

Mr. WINTERBOTHAM briefly replied and laid emphasis on
the fact that the correspondence of a private nature sub-
mitted to the Council showed that what had been done had
been done deliberately by Dr. Pierce. 

After deliberating in private,
The PRESIDENT, in announcing the decision of the Council,

said : Mr. Griffithes, I have to inform you that the Council
have judged Frederick Morrish Pierce to have been guilty of
infamous conduct in a professional respect and have directed
the Registrar to erase from the Medical Register the name of
Frederick Morrish Pierce.
The next case was that of Robert Orr, registered as of

Ceres, Fifeshire, M.B., Bac. Surg. 1901, Univ. Glasg., who
was summoned to appear before the Council on the following
charge as formulated by the Council’s solicitor :-
That you were on October 1, 1907, convicted at the Sheriff Court of

Fife at Cupar of the following offence-namely, of assaulting a

constable of the Fifeshire Constabulary while engaged in the execution
of his duty. And that you were on July 6, 1909, convicted of the
following offence-namely, of breach of the peace and of assaulting
James Arthur. Helen White or Arthur, Catherine Dempsey or Kerr, and
Catherine Quin.

Dr. ORR appeared in person but was not represented by
counsel. He made a statement on his own behalf and said
that in the case of the first conviction he had had extreme

provocation. On the second occasion he had tried to inter-
vene between some persons, and unfortunately he got the
worst of it. He regretted that he had to appear before the
Council.
The PRESIDENT : Were you sober on those occasions ? ‘!
Dr. ORR: Yes, sir, in both cases.
After deliberating in cameric,
The PRESIDENT said : Mr. Orr, the Council have given

careful consideration to the question of your convictions and
the circumstances connected therewith, and have decided to
postpone judgment thereon till the May session, when you
will be required to be present, and it will be in your interest
to produce on that occasion testimony of a satisfactory
character from persons of position in the neighbourhood in
which you live as to your conduct and character in the
interval.
The Council then adjourned until Friday, Nov. 26th.

BRIGHTON DISPENSARY CENTENARY. - The
Brighton, Hove, and Preston Dispensary celebrated its

centenary on Saturday last. The need of such an institution
for the benefit of the poor of the town first impressed itself
upon one Richard Phillips, a Quaker, and with the assistance
of Dr. Tierney, afterwards Sir Matthew Tierney, physician
extraordinary to the Prince of Wales, who afterwards became
head of the medical staff, a meeting was called on Nov. 27th,
1809, which was presided over by the Earl of Chichester. At
this meeting the following resolution was carried :-
That notwithstanding the liberal aid which medical gentlemen have

extended to the poor, the establishment of an institution for admin-
istering to them advice and medicine gratis and for promoting vaccina-
tion would be attended with extensive advantage.
The first name of the institution was "The Brighthelmston
Dispensary and Sussex General Infirmary" and for some
years it had quite a nomadic existence. In 1847 the present
building in Queen’s-road was erected, and at the jubilee of the
institution a branch was formed at Hove, and a Samaritan
Fund was opened to enable medical officers to order nourish-
ment for patients. In 1884 the dispensary still further
increased its scope of usefulness by opening a branch
in the north part of Brighton and thus the institution
became what it now is, the Brighton, Hove, and Preston
Dispensary. Then the Hove or western branch had
to be removed, having outgrown its original quarters,
and larger and more up-to-date premises were erected
at a cost of E6000. Some little difficulty was expe-
rienced in raising this sum, but the debt is now cleared off
with the exception of sums involved by new works at the
Hove branch in connexion with the centenary. These have
been carried out at a cost of .E2400, and the premises were
opened on Nov. 27th in commemoration of the jubilee of the
inception of the western branch and the centenary of the
parent institution. A considerable sum still remains to

liquidate this debt of z2400 ; while also an appeal is being
made, again in celebration of the centenary, to increase the
endowment of the Samaritan Fund, the amount of which
has remained the same for nearly 50 years, during which
period the population of the borough has increased from
70,000 to over 150,000. In connexion with this fund a sum
of E2500 is being asked for. About .6400 have already been
collected. -


